A lthough normative inquiry into justifications of punishment has been extensive, it has largely been pursued from the perspective of moral philosophy.
1 Much of this literature is concerned with the rightness or wrongness of punishment from the perspective of utilitarian or retributive moral theory considered in isolation from the political question of legitimacy. However, the problem with a moral as opposed to a distinctly political inquiry about punishment is that it addresses only the punishment deserved by criminals and ignores the particular context involved when the state is doing the punishing.
In contrast to a broadly moral theory of punishment, a theory of punishment within the confines of political morality should address not only what is deserved but also which punishments the state rightly metes out. In other words, a political theory of punishment is concerned not only with how and when to punish but also with the question of who is administering a punishment. Such an inquiry would concern not just the issue of desert but, more fundamentally, that of the political legitimacy of state punishment. 2 In this essay, I attempt to develop and defend a theory of punishment within a wider conception of political legitimacy.
In developing my theory, I turn to the "contractualist" work of John Rawls and T. M. Scanlon. I draw in particular on Rawls's "liberal principle of legitimacy," which states that "our exercise of political power is fully proper only when it is exercised in accordance with a constitution the essentials of which all citizens as free and equal may reasonably be expected to endorse in light of the principles and ideals acceptable to their common human reason." 3 I argue that justifying political coercion to those who are guilty of crimes is central to this principle.
My extension of modern contractualism to encompass the political justification of punishment sets this theory apart from other prominent theories of the social contract. Hobbes, for instance, thought of criminals as having violated the social contract and hence as "enemies" of the polity. Consequently, he saw no need for the state to extend justification to them. 4 In a retributive account of punishment, by contrast, the state merely serves as a means to enforce the punishment required by natural law. Both of these theories contain important alternatives to the contractualist account of punishment that I propose. After developing the basic framework for my contractualist account, I address some potential objections raised by these theories. I then go on to discuss the implications of my account, focusing specifically on the limits on punishment that it would require. After examining several easy cases, I employ the insights developed to argue that contemporary contractualism cannot justify capital punishment.
It is important to note that this article is not intended as a broad defense of contractualist theory but as an application of the contractualist framework to the question of punishment. As both a moral and a political theory, contemporary contractualism has had a slew of defenders and critics from a variety of perspectives. 5 This is not the place to offer another general defense of contractualist theory. Rather, I hope to remedy a gap in the literature in regard to the application of contractualism to punishment. I begin the next section by examining some theoretical reasons why such a gap might exist.
Contractualism and Punishment
One possible objection to formulating a contractualist theory of punishment concerns the criterion of reasonableness implicit in what Rawls calls the liberal principle of legitimacy. 6 For contractualists, coercion is only justifiable when all reasonable citizens can accept it. However, one problem here is that criminals who are guilty of violating the most fundamental just laws in our society, for instance, by intentionally committing violent crimes, have proven themselves unreasonable in Rawls's sense of the term. A reasonable member of a polity, Rawls suggests, should pursue her interests only in a way consistent with others' status as free and equal, a norm that violent criminals obviously violate. It is tempting, therefore, to suggest that contractualist justification should not apply to criminals who have proven themselves unreasonable.
The objection described above seems to support the conclusion that contractualism cannot theorize justifications of punishment; however, this conclusion rests on a flawed understanding of what it means to justify laws and institutions to all reasonable citizens. In making the case for a contractualist account of punishment, it is therefore sensible to begin by clarifying what contractualist justification entails-especially as it concerns those guilty of violent, and, I will stipulate, unjust crimes. I draw from the work of contemporary contractualists such as Rawls and T. M. Scanlon in articulating such an account of justification. Once contractualist justification-and the liberal principle of legitimacy upon which it is based-is understood as not requiring the actual endorsement of all persons, we can better examine whether and how it properly applies to issues of punishment.
A contractualist theory of political legitimacy requires asking how a polity reasonably can balance societal and individual interests, with an aim to make laws and institutions justifiable to all. Crucial here is the question of whether a particular criminal sanction respects each individual's status as a free and equal citizen. Institutions that trample on the freedom and equality of a portion of the citizenry in favor of a ruling elite fail this basic test of legitimacy. At the same time, however, a legitimate polity will employ legal constraints in the form of criminal law to curb destructive or antisocial behavior, so that some citizens do not violate others' basic interests, such as security. Constitutional rights and criminal law thus provide two means of protecting citizens' autonomy and equality. The problem for contractualist theory is to weigh competing claims in a way that takes seriously the legitimate interests of all citizens. However, this cannot be accomplished by looking to which policies citizens actually endorse. Given the opportunity, criminals simply might veto their own punishments. Rather, contractualism posits an ideal of inclusion that mandates justification to all free and equal citizens.
In elaborating this ideal, a political version of the "contractualist" test implicit in John Rawls's liberal principle of legitimacy and explicit in T. M. Scanlon's account of moral justification is helpful. 7 If we want to know whether a particular instance of coercion is justified, that is, treats all citizens as free and equal, we should ask, Given a motivation to reach universal agreement, could citizens who view themselves as free and equal reasonably reject such an instance of coercion? It is stipulated here that citizens will be motivated to engage in a good-faith effort to find a legitimate balance between rights against coercion and the need to fulfill social goods such as security. This dialogue between competing claims, and the requirement that citizens be able to justify their political positions to one another, embraces what Rawls calls the principle of reciprocity. 8 Citizens treat each other reciprocally insofar as they recognize that each person has equally valid interests to consider in the process of public justification and that to a reasonable extent they should treat their fellow citizens as autonomous, rather than imposing one-sided, exploitative duties on them. Because these requirements-equality, autonomy, and reciprocity-are central to a contractualist account of justification, I refer to them as the "core values." It is important to clarify that this ideal of justification to free and equal citizens is a normative standard rightly extended to all who are subject to coercion. It is not a legal ideal of citizenship defined by state claims about who is and who is not a full member of society. Moreover, I want to clarify the distinction between my use of the terms citizen and person. I use citizen as an ideal in contractualist justification and person as a value-neutral description of actual individuals.
To begin to sketch how a contractualist political theory might extend to state punishment, consider an easy case in justifying punishment. Richard has assaulted multiple people at random on the grounds that this constitutes his "fun" or conception of the good, and he announces at trial that he has no intention of changing his behavior. At sentencing, however, he suggests that any punishment would deny his status as a citizen. Such a claim is paradigmatic of an unreasonable argument, because it asserts a one-sided claim to freedom without recognizing the need to respect the free status of others. Hence, it fails as a legitimate contractualist reason. Any reasonable agreement among citizens must include a basic respect for the right of persons to live their lives free from coercion and harm. Although Richard also asserts his freedom from coercion, it is incompatible with others' fundamental, legitimate need for protection against assault. Therefore, although Richard rejects his punishment, some state coercion to protect other citizens would clearly be justifiable to him were he motivated to seek a reasonable agreement with the rest of society. Richard's personal conception of the good might lead him to a life of crime, but his conception is clearly unreasonable in his capacity as a citizen in a polity. Note that this account does not take a stand on Richard's behavior with reference to a "true" moral theory but rather emphasizes that laws should be justifiable to free, equal citizens of potentially diverse reasonable points of view. The emphasis here is on the political status of individuals rather than on moral correctness, or, in Rawls' terms, on the "political conception of the person" as opposed to a comprehensive doctrine.
9 Such an account of justification is inclusive in its respect for all citizens' status as free and equal and avoids the aristocratic or sectarian problems that would arise from basing justification on one particular theory of general moral truth. In this sense, I have argued elsewhere that contractualist justification is a democratic account of legitimacy. 10 We are now in a better position to frame how contractualist justification applies in issues of punishment. The issue for contractualist thinkers is not whether criminals, given their empirical disposition (or lack thereof) toward reasonableness, would actually accept a punishment or not. Rather, the issue is whether a particular criminal who has committed a particular act could reasonably accept a given punishment. In other words, contractualist justification is concerned with punishment addressed to the criminal qua citizen and whether those who have committed crimes could reasonably accept such punishments. The goal is not to legitimize only those punishments that criminals would actually accept but rather to assess which punishments a criminal might reasonably accept were she motivated to find universal agreement about how to balance her interests with the interests of others. This attempt to consider the interests both of the individual and of society might also be called mutual justification. Given such a motivation, I am also concerned to identify those punishments that citizens could reasonably reject. My aim is thus to use contractualist justification to rule out certain punishments as inconsistent with legitimate state coercion. It is important to note that on at least some issues of punishment, for instance, regarding crimes for which there are incremental differences between possible punishments, there will be reasonable disagreements about which punishments are legitimate. I do not take up these harder cases; instead, I focus first on showing that contractualism can generate at least minimal standards for punishment.
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In the following two sections I address two potential challenges to the contractualist extension of mutual justification to criminals. First, I examine a contention that while contractualist justification might be a good way to examine political legitimacy, extending it to criminals is a mistake. Criminals, on this view, have proven themselves unworthy of such an account of justification. I take Hobbes's concept of the criminal as "enemy" as paradigmatic of this view. Second, I examine the view that punishment is a matter of what is deserved, independent of political justifications. This contention is consistent with retributivist theories that define just punishment in terms of moral truth. After discussing these two challenges, I will be in a position to elaborate on the requirements and implications of a contractualist notion of punishment.
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The Need for Justification to Criminals qua Citizens A challenge from within the social contract tradition to the notion of justifying punishment to criminals qua citizens is rooted in the work of Thomas Hobbes. For Hobbes, the state is justifiable in the first place because it preserves the lives of its subjects more effectively than they themselves could in the state of nature. The desire for security, Hobbes thinks, would compel rational actors to give up the liberty of nature for the security guaranteed by his account of the Leviathan state.
This theory, however, presents a complication. To provide security successfully, Hobbes thinks the state must retain the institution of capital punishment. Capital punishment, however, is a denial of self-preservation, and thus it dissolves the social contract between the criminal and the state.
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Hobbes therefore recognizes that at the moment the state seeks to execute an individual, it no longer exists in a contractual relationship with that individual. Such a person would gain nothing from the state and therefore would lack any moral obligation to obey a death sentence.
13 For Hobbes, the state's relationship to violent criminals is characterized not by the metaphor of contract but by that of a war between an "enemy" and the state.
14 Hobbes claims that the state can justify execution to society as a whole on security grounds, but he recognizes it has no justification for capital punishment that can be addressed to or that is acceptable for the condemned.
Although Hobbes clearly does not endorse the notion of justifying punishment to criminals qua citizens, he does suggest that the state exists in a type of rights-based relationship with my account of individual criminalsthe same relationship that exists among persons in the State of Nature. Namely, the condemned retain rights to self-defense that conflict with the state's right to defend itself. This account sharply contrasts with my account of contractualism, which posits that criminals remain citizens within the contractualist framework of justification. On my account, even those guilty of the worst crimes are not exiled from the contractualist framework. Rather, the points of view and reasonable interests of all criminals are accommodated as a requirement of political legitimacy.
Any reasonable citizen would recognize that convicted murderers must forfeit some rights of citizens in a scheme of contractualist justification. However, on my view, it is too extreme to claim that they must forfeit all of their rights associated with political legitimacy. For example, it is plausible to maintain that murderers should give up the right to travel about freely because a society should be able to protect citizens by restraining those who are unwilling to respect their fellow citizens' rights. This recognition does not entail that such persons should lose their status as citizens. The goal of restraint is compatible with the idea that some punishments are unreasonable because they are entirely inconsistent with the requirements of contractualist justification to citizens. In contrast to Hobbes's idea that many crimes require an alienation of citizenship, I contend that a good political theory of punishment will uphold the state's right to punish those who violate the core values yet still justify punishment in a way consistent with those values. Thus, the contractualist approach to punishment can be clarified by contrast to the Hobbesian "contractarian" approach. Whereas Hobbes labels criminals "enemies" outside the social contract, contractualist justification views even the worst offenders as citizens and requires that the coercion they face be reasonably acceptable to them.
It is important to note that this contrast between the Hobbesian and contractualist approaches is one of justification, not obligation. There is not space in this article to extend my claim about the legitimacy of punishment in contractualist justification to the question of whether citizens are obligated to consent to even the most severe punishments. It often is contended that Hobbes's account of legitimacy does not generate obligations for "subjects."
15 I do not claim here that in contrast to Hobbes's view contractualism provides an account of why the guilty are obligated to comply with legitimate law in all instances. There is a vast literature that suggests to the contrary. 16 Some argue that because contractualism is not a theory of actual consent but an account of justification to reasonable people, it cannot make a claim about obligation. 17 Given space constraints, I bracket this contested question of whether the contractualist account of justification to criminals also generates obligations of the guilty to consent to their own punishments.
A potential response to the contractualist approach to punishment is that regardless of its position on obligation, it still overextends its account of justification. One could argue that citizens are entitled to procedural guarantees that ensure that only the guilty are punished, but that they "forfeit" a right to contractualist justification once their guilt has been determined. On this line of argumentation, those who have flouted the most basic requirements of the social contract do not deserve to be treated according to it. Furthermore, one could contend that nothing in this view entails that such criminals have no rights. Rather, one might reconstruct the Hobbesian view to explain the practice of extending rights to the guilty (e.g., in the Eighth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution) on the basis of natural law or other metaphysical accounts of human dignity. 18 In sum, this objection follows Hobbes in arguing that criminals retain natural rights while not retaining all contractual rights, but it breaks from Hobbes in defending a broader set of natural rights than those he identifies in the state of war.
Although this reconstructed approach is perhaps more compelling than a pure Hobbesian account of punishment, I believe that the contractualist theory should resist this view; in fact, it would fail in its most basic ambition if it were to concede that criminals forfeit their right to justified punishment. Contractualism aspires to be a theory of legitimate coercion. Never is the state more coercive than when it punishes. Therefore, if punishment is a paradigmatic example of coercion, and contractualism hopes to justify coercion, it must explain how punishment can be justified within the contractualist framework. If it cannot, this speaks ill of contractualism's core ambition. Indeed, the need for a theory to extend to those who do not comply with its dictates is not peculiar to contractualism. Most moral and political theories aim both to give an account of ideal action and to offer principled responses to those who fail to live up to this ideal. Such is the requirement of any theory that is not purely utopian and that aims to take "men as they are and laws as they might be." 19 For instance, Kant's categorical imperative need not be abandoned when persons fail to treat each other as ends. Rather, it suggests how to act in the face of such flouting of the categorical imperative. If contractualism is to provide an account of political legitimacy, therefore, we should inquire into its account of treatment for those citizens who flout its most basic requirements.
It is important to note that nothing in the argument for extending contractualist justification to criminals entails that natural law or metaphysical dignity-based understandings of human rights are either false or incompatible with contractualism. Rawls is clear that contractualism should be a "wide view" that allows for the reinforcement of reasonable positions on the justification of coercion through comprehensive doctrines. In this way, the account respects "reasonable pluralism," incorporating a plurality of reasonable comprehensive conceptions, arguments, and traditions. 20 Therefore, while contractualist justification rules out natural law or human dignity-based arguments incompatible with contractualism, nothing prevents such accounts from reinforcing the contractualist arguments I make here. 21 At the same time, a reasonable pluralism is not any pluralism of doctrines or positions on policy. The challenge in applying contractualism to punishment is to use particular examples to work out which positions, such as those endorsed by various comprehensive doctrines, are reasonable and which are not.
State Punishment as an Issue of Political Morality: Punishing Criminals qua Persons versus Criminals qua Citizens
The previous section elaborated on the contractualist view that justifications of state punishment should take seriously the interests of criminals qua citizens. This section examines which theory of punishment offers the best form of justification. Traditional retributive accounts of punishment suggest two ways in which to take the interests of criminals seriously. First, they require that punishment be given only to those who are morally guilty of crimes. Second, they require that the amount of punishment be proportional to the crime committed. 22 Unlike Hobbes's war-like account of punishment, retributive theories do not abandon the need for justifications of punishment but instead couch all criminal justice questions within the framework of moral justification. However, I will argue that while a moral account of when and how criminals should be punished is important to any theory of criminal justice, retributive theories that focus on broad questions of moral desert must be narrowly tailored to reflect the unique political questions raised by state punishment.
Traditional retributive accounts of punishment differ from contractualist justifications most significantly in terms of the context within which they frame the problem of punishment. Retributive accounts focus on the moral worth of either the criminal or the criminal's particular action in isolation from his relationship with the state. In this sense, they justify punishment for persons, not punishment for citizens. The apolitical nature of these accounts is demonstrated by the priority they give to the question of what is deserved by the criminal qua person rather than the question of what punishment the state can rightfully mete out.
To highlight the problem with an apolitical account of state punishment, consider the following example: suppose a child molester and murderer is sentenced to death. Assume, for the sake of argument, that the punishment is justified. While on Death Row, the child molester is killed by a fellow inmate who is outraged by his crime. In some sense, the child molester received what he "deserves." We have stipulated that the appropriate punishment is death, and that is what he receives. 23 However, this "vigilante" approach is problematic because of who inflicts the punishment. An apolitical theory of punishment fails to recognize that legitimate governments have a distinct authority in punishing that private individuals do not. Central to the rule of law and in particular to criminal law is the notion that crimes against particular individuals are offenses against society. 24 This notion is reflected in the many legal systems in which crimes prosecuted by the state are considered to be controversies between "the people" and the accused individual. This practice suggests that legitimate states coerce on behalf of society as a whole in a way that private individuals cannot. The notion that state punishment has a distinct justification is reflected in the contractualist approach to punishment. This approach manifests the distinctness of the state's authority to punish in its requirement that punishments be justifiable to all reasonable citizens. In contrast, retributive accounts cannot acknowledge a moral distinction between state punishment and private punishment carried out in the same manner because they focus exclusively on what criminals qua persons deserve, not what they deserve qua citizens.
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Retributivists' apolitical accounts of punishment are also problematic because their focus on criminals' moral worth as persons is too ambitious. Moral judgments of this kind are grounded in a comprehensive moral code, rather than a narrower conception of politically legitimate actions. As such, they risk privileging one particular viewpoint over other reasonable viewpoints held by citizens of a polity. According to contractualist thinkers, this reliance on comprehensive conceptions undermines citizens' status as free and equal.
The virtue of a contractualist account over the traditional retributivist view is that it can explain why state punishment is justifiable within a political theory that recognizes persons' status as citizens. Although contractualism grants the state certain powers that are not justifiable to private persons, such as the seizure of property or the imprisonment of citizens, the legitimate state is limited by its need to respect the status of citizens. To illustrate why the punishment that criminals deserve qua persons is distinct from the punishment that is justifiable to them qua citizens, consider a contemporary example in which moral desert and state legitimacy conflict: the theoretical punishment of terrorist Osama bin Laden. In a televised debate between the candidates for the 2004 Democratic presidential nomination, Senator John Kerry challenged his opponent, Governor Howard Dean, over his comment that he would give bin Laden a fair trial for his crimes if he were captured alive. Kerry responded with moral outrage, asking, "What in the world were you thinking?" Dean's reply was paradigmatic of the distinction between moral desert and legitimate state conduct:
As an American, I want to see Osama bin Laden get what he deserves, which is the death penalty.
But . . . a candidate for president of the United States is obligated to stand for the rule of law . . . if I was the president and the troops had Osama in their sights-we would shoot to kill. But the fact is, if we captured him alive, we have to stand for the rule of law.
I have no doubt that if we capture Osama bin Laden, he will end up with the death penalty. But as president of the United States, I'm obligated to stand for the rule of law.
A private person might well believe that a mass murderer such as bin Laden deserves brutal, spontaneous, even bizarre retribution, perhaps at the hands of the victims of his attacks. 27 However, legitimate state conduct, Dean suggested, implies a commitment to the rule of law, in particular to the institution of a fair trial. Of course, the point here should not be limited to a claim about fair procedures. If the state were to administer a ghastly death to bin Laden, even with procedural due process, it would not behave legitimately, although it might satisfy most people's sense of what bin Laden deserves. Whatever the moral qualities of a particular individual, a state acts legitimately when it treats individuals as rights-bearing citizens.
The distinction between the punishment that a criminal deserves and the punishment that the state is legitimately authorized to carry out can be developed by examining the principle of lex talionis. A literal interpretation of the principle "an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth" demands not only that punishments be deserved but also that they match the crime. Those who are assaulted, for instance, might think it appropriate to assault their attackers in retribution for their crimes. Again, the principle does not seem obviously wrong as a response from a victim. However, a state that physically assaults criminals in exactly the same manner in which they assaulted their victims is rightly regarded as morally suspect. Such a state would clearly engage in cruel and unusual punishment because of its deliberate infliction of pain. This example suggests that a legitimate state's approach to punishment should be substantively distinct from private approaches to punishment.
However, without more precise guidelines, it is difficult to determine which punishments should be prohibited in a legitimate state and which are acceptable. Contractualism suggests the means by which this can be accomplished. In a broad way, contractualism can rule out reasons for punishment based on the Hobbesian concept of the criminal qua enemy who has no rights. The Hobbesian notion stands in direct contrast to the ideal of treating those subject to coercion as citizens because it rejects the idea that criminals have any entitlement to justifiable treatment, much less the right to be treated as free, equal citizens. At the same time, we can rule out the overly ambitious concern of retributivists to give a person what he deserves. It might be the case that, morally speaking, criminals deserve a range of punishments from humiliation to pain. That particular criminals might be loathsome enough to "deserve" cruel punishment, however, is insufficient to show that the state should routinely administer violent retribution against its prisoners. Questions of desert should be bracketed in favor of a more specific question regarding which punishments are appropriate to the legitimate state.
Contractualism as a theory of political legitimacy potentially rectifies both of these flaws. On one hand, its requirement of justifying punishment to criminals qua citizens respects the ideal of extending citizenship to all persons. Moreover, because it is framed as a theory of state legitimacy, contractualism avoids any reliance on a true theory of general morality and appeals instead to the reasonable views of all citizens. Now that I have distinguished the contractualist approach from Hobbesian and retributivist approaches to punishment, I turn to the more specific contractualist concern of justification to criminals qua citizens to distinguish between punishments that are legitimate because they are reasonably acceptable to citizens and those that are illegitimate because they are reasonably rejected by citizens.
Contractualism and Legitimate Punishment
Having rejected the metaphor of war in thinking about punishment and clarified the need for a political theory of state punishment, we can begin to explore the limits on specific punishments required by contractualism. If those who have committed crimes were to think of themselves as citizens who accept others' status as free and equal and were motivated to reach universal agreement, which punishments could they or could they not reasonably accept? As I have emphasized, such contractualist justification does not comment on what criminals would actually accept if asked but rather suggests a way of theorizing which punishments are appropriate for criminals in a legitimate regime.
The interests at stake for criminals subject to punishment include the interests not to be harmed and not to have their freedoms unreasonably restricted. Yet contractualism does not directly translate every interest of criminals into a right; rather, it asks which interests are reasonable. From this perspective, criminals qua citizens should accept some restrictions on their freedoms and some punishment because they are motivated to come to an agreement that respects the equal and opposing interests of their fellow citizens.
We can imagine that at the moment of sentencing, the judge agrees to hear the defendant make arguments about his or her reasonable interests. 28 However, those arguments should acknowledge that the interests of his or her fellow citizens also have weight in determining the answer to this question. The judge acts as a representative of the community by recognizing the reasonable interests of the victims and potential victims and balancing them with those of the defendant when formulating the sentence. All must be included in determining which sentence is compatible with mutual justification. This process models reciprocity because the defendant gives reasons designed to be reasonably acceptable to the judge (as a representative of the community). Likewise, the judge engages in a form of justification aimed at being reasonably acceptable to the criminal.
Before I elaborate on how contractualist justification rules out certain punishments, it is important to discuss why the theory is compatible with some forms of punishment and to articulate how, within this theory, such punishment is justified. Part of this task involves establishing the type of justification for punishment that is reasonably acceptable on a contractual account.
We have already discussed the easy case of justifying some form of incarceration for Richard, the criminal who assaults his victims purely for fun. Richard's conception of the good clearly violates others' basic need for physical safety, and hence the reasons for his punishment are compelling. Qua citizen, that is, as a responsible member of society motivated by respect for others' status as free and equal and a desire to justify his conduct to the community, Richard should recognize the need for the state to rule out wanton violence. A harder case arises if we alter the hypothetical and remove the need for incapacitation. Imagine that rather than being devoted to a life of crime, Richard is contrite during sentencing. He acknowledges the need to criminalize wanton assault but still suggests that he can reasonably reject any punishment. He claims that while he has done wrong, his contrition should be enough and he no longer poses a danger to society. Aside from the empirical problem of verifying the veracity of his statement, there is still a good reason to punish in this case. By acknowledging the need for laws against wanton assault, Richard should also see that there is a need for these laws to be effective. Part of their effectiveness relies on the deterrent effect of a threat of punishing those who fail to abide by them. This deterrent effect would not work, however, if some offenders could be let off simply for being contrite. Reasonable citizens, therefore, should recognize that the state must punish even contrite criminals if it is to deter crime effectively. 29 Clearly, then, a contractualist account of punishment that addresses criminals qua citizens is potentially consistent with a range of punishments administered to individuals guilty of violent or otherwise antisocial behavior. A theory of punishment should not follow Hobbes in banishing the criminal from the social contract and placing the realm of punishment outside that of citizenship.
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Although contractualism is compatible with some punishments, it suggests that certain rights of criminals should never be abridged. In determining the contours of these rights, we should ask what forms of punishment a rightly convicted criminal qua citizen could reasonably accept or reject. Although contractualist justification cannot resolve every hard case, it can point to several types of punishment that should be ruled out and some basic rights that even the worst criminals should retain.
What punishment can a violent criminal, thinking of herself as a citizen, reasonably accept? I have suggested that restraints on criminals' freedom of action are legitimate if they respect criminals' continued status as citizens to the greatest extent possible. Punishments that deliberately inflict pain without regard for both the interests of the criminal and the interests of society are reasonably rejected. Such punishments are inconsistent with the reasons why persons are rightly imprisoned in the first place. Violent crime is a legitimately prohibited act in a democracy. However, guards' wanton infliction of pain on prisoners merely repeats this same offense at the hand of the state.
While wanton violence is an easy case of illegitimate coercion, a harder case could arise in which a guard has reason to act violently, but not a reason that is justifiable to prisoners qua citizens. For instance, suppose a guard believes that extremely violent responses to prisoners' minor misbehavior will help to preempt more violent misbehavior or attacks. Such an approach, it might be argued, is justified on the grounds that guards should protect themselves at all costs. Although this is arguably a "plausible" reason for the guard's violent action, such an approach should be rejected as inconsistent with legitimate punishment when forming state policy for how to treat prisoners. It is not enough that public policy be based on "plausible" reasons; rather, contractualism specifically demands reasons that uphold the values of free and equal citizenship. It follows that policy should respect the reasonable interests of all citizens, not just the interests of specific individuals or groups. In this case, policy should reflect the interests of both guards and prisoners, not merely those of the former. Although a policy that allowed guards to defend themselves from violent prisoner attacks certainly would respect the interests of all, a policy allowing guards to commit extremely violent acts in response to minor infractions would ignore the possibility that prisoners might comply with prison rules and refrain from violence against guards as a result of other means. This policy clearly would serve the interests of the guards at the expense of those of the prisoners. Thus, it should be dismissed as inconsistent with contractualist justification.
When carried out properly, imprisonment balances the need for incapacitation of criminals with a respect for their status qua citizens and the maintenance of some rights. If we want to know which rights should be retained by criminals, we would do well to begin with one of the most paradigmatic rights held by those outside prisons and ask whether it can be reasonably retained by criminals qua citizens. Free speech, according to John Rawls and T. M. Scanlon, is a paradigmatic contractualist right that is required for the state to respect "the free public use of [citizens'] reason," their ability to listen to those they disagree with, and in general, to respect the freedom of thought that is inherent in the status of free and equal citizenship. 30 But should such a paradigmatic contractualist right be extended to prisoners in a legitimate society?
Prisons are primarily responsible for preventing criminals from harming their guards, society, and one another; thus, it follows that prison guards should prevent speech that could serve to coordinate an escape attempt or to provoke violent riots. Such an argument, however, does not explain why prisoners should not retain some free speech rights. For instance, prisoners could retain a right to communicate with those outside prison walls without necessarily posing a security threat. Given that this aspect of free speech still must be balanced with security, there is reason to think prisoners' right to communicate with those beyond the prison walls should be retained in some form. Another means of honoring prisoners' free speech rights would be to offer them a forum for civic dialogue, in particular about their own imprisonment, to compensate for the abridgement of their rights. 31 In general, prison policy should provide for restrictions on prisoners' rights that infringe as little as possible on the legitimate exchange of ideas, especially in their communication with the outside world.
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Another case to consider through the lens of contractualism concerns criminals' right to vote. Several states deny felons the right to vote even after they are released. Such a policy could be justified on the grounds that because citizens have violated the rights of others, they should forfeit their most basic rights of citizenship, including this fundamental democratic right. This interpretation of reciprocity, however, mistakenly extends the idea that citizens surrender some of their rights when they violate their duties as citizens to conclude that they give up all of their rights and their status as citizens. Requiring lifelong disenfranchisement even for those who have completed their punishment would create a group of second-class citizens who are not treated as free and equal. 33 Thus, according to contractualism, those who have served their time could reasonably reject attempts to deny them the franchise even after they are released from prison.
A much harder case concerns whether citizens should be allowed to vote while in prison. There are clearly good reasons to disenfranchise imprisoned Brettschneider / Legitimacy of Punishment 189 felons, particularly in local elections, to keep them from exerting political influence to secure a pardon or other potentially improper changes in the law. A reasonable criminal would recognize that a balance must therefore be struck that protects prisoners' continued status as citizens while denying them the power to undermine the effectiveness of legitimate criminal laws. One possibility might be to deprive prisoners of the right to elect the local sheriff while preserving their voting rights in national elections, in which their votes would not pose a threat to prison security.
Society's interest in security legitimizes punishments that restrict criminals' freedom of action, but legitimate punishment also requires a commitment to preserving criminals' moral status as citizens. This requirement entails limiting cruel and unusual punishments and preserving democratic rights to the greatest extent possible.
Capital Punishment
Some limitations invoked by a contractualist theory of punishment are relatively easy to justify, but there are, as we have seen, harder cases. Broadly, on my view, justification to criminals implies a substantive limit on any form of punishment that undermines their status as free and equal citizens. In this section, I suggest that the practice of capital punishment is inconsistent with respect for the status of criminals qua citizens. Contractualism requires a right not to be executed, even for the worst offenders.
In contemporary political theory, those condemned to death are often extended certain rights against state coercion. But the arguments in this tradition have often focused on the "inherent dignity" retained by even the worst offenders, dignity that is violated when the state kills. 34 For defenders of this view, my argument seems backward: I attempt to argue against capital punishment from a political conception of the citizen when the problem with the practice is that it robs persons of their humanity. Certainly, the worst thing about being executed by the state is not that one has lost one's political status as free and equal; it is that one is dead. 35 However, from the point of view of contractualism, justifying punishment is not about the moral desert of persons. It is, rather, about how to punish in a way consistent with the ideals of free and equal citizenship. 36 Capital punishment is entirely inconsistent with this ideal. There are two main arguments for this point.
The first argument stems from the nature of the state as a fallible agent. Ideally, a democratic state would never punish the innocent. But institutions are not ideal. They are made up of individuals who make mistakes and mechanisms that sometimes simply do not work. As recent DNA evidence has pointed out, the state makes mistakes even when it sanctions the most severe punishment, death. 37 The most obvious necessary condition for justifying punishments to criminals qua citizens is that they must be guilty. Therefore, the actual innocence of individuals, despite the Rehnquist Court's recent rulings, should be grounds for an appeal. 38 The state's fallibility necessitates that democratic procedures always allow the innocent to prove that they have been wrongly punished, and this is only possible if they are alive.
39
It is easy to see how this guarantee can be made consistent with life imprisonment. Persons in prison have the option to try to prove their innocence through appeal, and many have done so successfully. Yet this right of appeal is denied to prisoners after they are executed. While the family of an executed prisoner might be able to prove his or her innocence post mortem in cases in which a mistake was made, the state cannot make amends to the wronged party directly. In contrast, imprisonment does not cut off the possibility of some rectification to an unfairly convicted individual. If such an individual can prove that he is innocent, the possibility exists for recognizing the illegitimacy of his punishment.
According to this argument against capital punishment, a procedural right to appeal presupposes an appellant who is alive. Therefore, the procedural right demands a more fundamental right: the right to life. Many opponents of capital punishment could object to this line of reasoning because it suggests that the more fundamental substantive right of life associated with human dignity depends on a less fundamental procedural right. But nothing in the nature of contractualist justification necessitates that we always appeal to the inherent value of life or indeed to any metaphysical argument when seeking to limit state punishment. The issue here is not divine or even moral justice in general but the specific dynamic between citizen and state within a politically legitimate society. While death may be a just punishment for certain offenses in the pure theory of moral desert, this does not legitimize a penal institution that puts individuals to death without certainty that they have actually committed a crime. The fallibility of the criminal justice system suggests that what is deserved by criminals and what constitutes legitimate state conduct are distinct questions. Because state institutions do not perfectly administer justice, they should embody reasonable balances between the interests of society and those of the accused. Since capital punishment deprives individuals of the ability to prove their innocence in a judicial system that frequently makes mistakes, it is reasonably rejected by convicted criminals.
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Some have argued that courts will get better and better at proving guilt with the improvement of DNA evidence and other criminal justice techniques, such that the possibility of mistaken convictions will no longer be cause for concern. Although the possibility of reaching this level of sophistication is unlikely in the near future-especially given the corruption and inequalities of representation in many criminal justice systems-it is worth asking whether, even given an infallible state, capital punishment would ever be justifiable in a democracy. I contend that the answer is no.
Consider a second distinct argument, which appeals directly to the contractualist notion of citizenship as an ideal of justification. Rousseau offers a famous argument that because the death penalty would be agreed to when persons consider what the general will requires of them as citizens, the person convicted of a capital crime would have to acknowledge that she should consent to her own death. As a theory of what actual criminals will, this view is implausible. Namely, Rousseau's flaw might be labeled false attribution because he conflates a claim about what citizens should consent to with a claim about to what persons actually do consent.
However, the implausibility of Rousseau's view is not its only problem. Fundamental to contractualism and central to my rejection of the Hobbesian notion of punishment is the right of each person to have coercion justified to him or her qua citizen. This right is so fundamental that it should be considered inalienable. Moreover, citizenship presupposes a person who can be treated in accordance with the core values. Thus, the very idea that citizens would ever have reason to submit to their own destruction is problematic because such an act destroys their personhood and so violates their inalienable right to be treated as citizens.
This argument from citizenship against capital punishment also has roots in constitutional law. Writing for the majority in Trop v. Dulles, Chief Justice Earl Warren held that it was never constitutional to strip persons of their legal citizenship as a punishment because to do so would be cruel and unusual punishment, insofar as it would deny them any political identity. 40 Several years later, in an opinion in Furman v. Georgia, Justice Brennan drew on this reasoning to suggest that if citizenship could not be stripped as a punishment, it followed that the death penalty could never be justified. 41 In short, he thought it was impossible to execute persons without thereby stripping them of their citizenship.
As a moral ideal, citizenship should frame all acts of coercion. Drawing on the Warren/Brennan reasoning, my own theory suggests that the need to always justify coercion to persons qua citizens presupposes their existence and therefore protects them from execution by the state. Because of its finality, capital punishment would prevent consideration of citizens' reasonable interests-or indeed of any interests at all. The state's fallibility is one justification for the protection from capital punishment; because the state never can be sure that the person it would execute is guilty, it must leave some room for correction. However, a deeper justification stems from the value of never terminating the relationship between citizens and the legitimate state, a relationship that itself is the foundation for the state's authority.
In this regard, Rousseau's account of capital punishment actually might work against his conclusion in support of the death penalty. Although Rousseau agrees that citizenship should never be revoked, his support of capital punishment leads him to adopt a counterintuitive position. On one hand, the condemned citizen recognizes that she must will her own death because the death penalty is justifiable. In Rousseau's words: "Whoever wills the end also wills the means." 42 On the other hand, Rousseau argues that one's status as a citizen, and in turn as an essential part of the general will, is inalienable. Thus, he claims that one dies not as a citizen but as an "enemy" at war with the state. In his words: "Thus one of the two must perish; and when the guilty party is put to death, it is less as a citizen than as an enemy." 43 Rousseau argues that because citizenship is an inalienable part of the general will, the citizen cannot be banned from the social contract. Given this justification of the death penalty, however, the actual person who has committed a crime should die. The result is the strange conclusion that citizenship cannot be alienated and that one cannot be killed qua citizen but nonetheless can be killed qua person. On my account, citizenship is a moral ideal distinct from personhood, but it still presupposes the existence of a flesh-and-blood person. By contrast, Rousseau's account borders on versions of idealism, in which an individual can continue to exist qua citizen without being a person.
One objection to my argument against capital punishment is that the state does place citizens in life-threatening situations when, for instance, it conscripts soldiers and sends them to war. However, in these cases, the state does not directly act to kill the soldiers, nor does it demand they take their own lives. The difference is one of intention. The aim of sending citizens to participate in a just war is to defend their nation, a regrettable result of which is that they often die in the process. However, such soldiers are rightly treated as citizen heroes. In the case of capital punishment, the clear intention and goal is to end the life of the condemned. Moreover, Socrates notwithstanding, it is hard to say those condemned to death are regarded as heroes.
A related question concerns whether my account of democratic limitation on capital punishment should also limit citizens who want to take their own lives. 44 Here it is important to acknowledge the difference between a state granting a right to suicide and requiring a prisoner to submit to capital punishment. If the state were to grant a right to suicide, it would not by any means force citizens to exercise this right. When the state metes out capital punishment, however, it gives no such choice to persons. Thus, there is a distinction between granting permission to kill oneself, which demands no action from citizens and arguably enhances their autonomy, and a requirement that is enforced through the coercive institution of capital punishment.
Conclusion
Properly understood, constructualism implies specific limitations on state punishment, rejecting the view that criminals who have committed certain offenses no longer deserve to have acts of coercion justified to them. In contrast to accounts of punishment that ignore the interests of criminals, I suggested a way of understanding justifications of punishment as addressed to criminals qua citizens. Here, the contrast between a general moral account of punishment and a specifically contractualist theory of state punishment is essential. Although general retributive theories try to account for what criminals deserve, some punishments justifiable on retributivist grounds are inconsistent with criminals' status as free and equal citizens because they take as criteria for punishment what is morally deserved by criminals rather than how the state rightly treats them.
My specific concern to elaborate a contractualist theory of punishment is connected to a deeper need in the literature for a distinctly political theory of punishment. While the issue of just or deserved punishment remains an important one for moral theorists, those concerned with state action in the contemporary world would do well to evaluate punishment in the context of theories of political legitimacy. The issue here is not so much what is deserved by criminals but rather what punishments the state can rightly mete out in a way consistent with our general ambition to distinguish legitimate state action from brute power, or in other words, political power from "the gunman writ large." 
